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ERIC D. FREDERICKSEN
State Appellate Public Defender
I.S.B. #6555
ELIZABETH ANN ALLRED
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
I.S.B. #7259
322 E. Front Street, Suite 570
Boise, Idaho 83702
(208) 334-2712
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
DANIELLE LEE WILLIAMSON, )
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
___________________________)

NO. 44560
KOOTENAI COUNTY NO. CR 2016-3030

APPELLANT'S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Danielle

Lee

Williamson

appeals

from

the

district

court’s

Judgment.

Ms. Williamson was sentenced to a unified term of twelve years, with three years fixed,
for her eluding conviction. She asserts that the district court abused its discretion in
sentencing her to an excessive sentence without giving proper weight and consideration
to the mitigating factors that exist in her case.

Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings
On April 15, 2016, an Information was filed charging Ms. Williamson with eluding,
possession of a stolen vehicle, grand theft, and a persistent violator enhancement.
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(R., pp.46-48.) The charges arose from a report to police that a U-Haul had been
stolen. (PSI, p.5.)1 After failing to yield to officers for several minutes, Ms. Williamson
finally stopped. (PSI, p.5.) However, she did not obey the commands of officers and
had to be forcefully removed for the vehicle by a K-9. (PSI, p.5.) She was then taken to
the hospital after suffering injuries from the dog bite. (PSI, p.5.)
Ms. Williamson entered a guilty plea to eluding, petit theft, and the persistent
violator enhancement. (R., p.62.) Pursuant to the plea agreement, the possession of a
stolen vehicle charge was dismissed.

(R., p.69.)

At sentencing, the prosecution

requested the imposition of a unified sentence of twelve years, with three year fixed.
(Tr. 8/15/16, p.18, Ls.13-15.) Defense counsel requested that the district court place
Ms. Williamson on probation or impose a period of retained jurisdiction. (Tr. 8/15/16,
p.24, L.16 – p.25, L.5.) The district court imposed a unified term of twelve years, with
three years fixed. (R., pp.72-74.) Ms. Williamson filed a Notice of Appeal timely from
the district court’s Judgment. (R., pp.75-77.)
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For ease of reference, the electronic file containing the Presentence Investigation
Report and attachments will be cited as “PSI” and referenced pages will correspond
with the electronic page numbers contained in this file.
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ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed, upon Ms. Williamson, a
unified sentence of twelve years, with three years fixed, following her plea of guilty to
eluding and a persistent violator enhancement?

ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion When It Imposed, Upon Ms. Williamson, A
Unified Sentence Of Twelve Years, With Three Years Fixed, Following Her Plea Of
Guilty To Eluding And A Persistent Violator Enhancement
Ms. Williamson asserts that, given any view of the facts, her unified sentence of
twelve years, with three years fixed, is excessive. Where a defendant contends that the
sentencing court imposed an excessively harsh sentence, the appellate court will
conduct an independent review of the record giving consideration to the nature of the
offense, the character of the offender, and the protection of the public interest. See
State v. Reinke, 103 Idaho 771 (Ct. App. 1982).
The Idaho Supreme Court has held that, “‘[w]here a sentence is within statutory
limits, an appellant has the burden of showing a clear abuse of discretion on the part of
the court imposing the sentence.’”

State v. Jackson, 130 Idaho 293, 294 (1997)

(quoting State v. Cotton, 100 Idaho 573, 577 (1979)). Appellate courts use a three-part
test for determining whether a district court abused its discretion: (1) whether the court
correctly perceived that the issue was one of discretion; (2) whether the court acted
within the outer boundaries of its discretion and consistently with the legal standards
applicable to the specific choices available to it; and (3) whether it reached its decision
by an exercise of reason. State v. Stevens, 146 Idaho 139, 143 (2008) (citing Sun
Valley Shopping Ctr., Inc. v. Idaho Power Co., 119 Idaho 87, 94 (1991)).
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Ms. Williamson does not allege that his sentence exceeds the statutory
maximum. Accordingly, in order to show an abuse of discretion, Ms. Williamson must
show that in light of the governing criteria, the sentence was excessive considering any
view of the facts. Id. (citing State v. Broadhead, 120 Idaho 141, 145 (1991), overruled
on other grounds by State v. Brown, 121 Idaho 385 (1992)). The governing criteria or
objectives of criminal punishment are: (1) protection of society; (2) deterrence of the
individual and the public generally; (3) the possibility of rehabilitation; and (4)
punishment or retribution for wrongdoing. Id. (quoting State v. Wolfe, 99 Idaho 382, 384
(1978), overruled on other grounds by State v. Coassolo, 136 Idaho 138 (2001)).
Ms. Williamson asserts that the district court failed to give proper weight and
consideration to the mitigating factors that exist in her case. Specifically, she asserts
that the district court failed to give proper consideration to her admitted substance
abuse problem and desire for treatment. Idaho courts have previously recognized that
substance abuse and a desire for treatment should be considered as a mitigating factor
by the district court when that court imposes sentence. State v. Nice, 103 Idaho 89
(1982).
Ms. Williamson began using controlled substances as a teenager: alcohol, LSD,
and other hallucinogens at the age of fifteen; marijuana at the age of sixteen;
methamphetamines at the age of seventeen; and cocaine at the age of eighteen. (PSI,
p.19.) Later in life she also experimented with ecstasy and heroin. (PSI, p.19.) Her
drug of choice is methamphetamine. (PSI, p.20.) She recognizes that her drug use has
negatively impacted her life and she would like to live a drug free life. (PSI, p.20.) She

4

would like to continue to attend meetings to help her maintain her sobriety in the future.
(PSI, p.20.)
Furthermore, in State v. Shideler, 103 Idaho 593, 594 (1982), the Idaho Supreme
Court noted that family and friend support were factors that should be considered in the
Court’s decision as to what is an appropriate sentence. Id. Ms. Williamson has the
support of her family. Her mother, Victoria Stubblefield, wrote a letter of support for
Ms. Williamson:
This is a letter of support for my oldest daughter, Danielle Williamson.
She is intelligent, hardworking, and a very caring person. She is a college
graduate with a Bachelors Degree in Business and is only 2-3 courses
short of earning her MBA.
Danielle has 2 daughters – Hailey, age 11 and Jillian, age 10. They
currently live in [California] with their father. She loves them and misses
them very much. Danielle has expressed that her number one priority is
to become part of her daughter’s [sic] lives again. In order to do this she
understands that she must maintain her recovery from drug addiction,
become employed, and once again be a positive contributor in the
community. I have faith that she can accomplish this.
Danielle understands that her actions last February were wrong and she is
extremely regretful. Prior to Danielle’s fall into drug addiction, she was a
very responsible and community minded person and above all, an
excellent mother to her children. . . .
(Augmentation, Letter from Victoria Stubblefield.)2
Additionally, Ms. Williamson has expressed her remorse for committing the
instant offense. In State v. Alberts, 121 Idaho 204 (Ct. App. 1991), the Idaho Court of
Appeals reduced the sentence imposed, “In light of Alberts’ expression of remorse for
his conduct, his recognition of his problem, his willingness to accept treatment and other

2

A Motion to Augment was filed contemporaneously with the Appellant’s Brief.
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positive attributes of his character.”

Id. 121 Idaho at 209.

Ms. Williamson has

expressed her remorse for committing the instant offense stating:
I know what I did was wrong and I would like to apologize for my
poor judgement and careless actions. I am not a bad person. At one time
in my life I was a good mother, daughter, sister and friend. I know I can be
this person again if I stay focused on positive, healthy things. In the past I
have let my drug addiction get the best of me and all but ruin my life
completely. My primary goal is to be a part of my daughters’ lives again
and not miss any more of their precious years growing up. I would like to
become a positive, productive member of society again. I know I am
capable of all these things.
(PSI, p.6.) At the sentencing hearing, she expanded on her prior statement:
I want to first apologize to the Court for my behavior on February
15 of this year. I would also like to apologize to law enforcement and the
community members of Coeur d’Alene for any – any way I may have
compromised their safety. And I – if granted probation, I do have a
probation plan in mind.
th

My first priority is to rebuild the relationships with my daughters
Haley and Jillian. And if I -- if I am able to seek employment again, so as
not to interfere with any probation requirements such as drug tests and
intensive outpatient classes and checking in regularly, which I would
adhere to all of those.
I would be applying for interstate compact back to Washington
where I have a place to live. And just become the mother that I once was
and a positive member of the community again. This has been quite a
life-changing experience. I’ve been through some physical trauma and it’s
taken some time for rehabilitation from that, which I would also be
continuing my physical therapy and such.
. . . Thank you.
(Tr. 8/15/16, p.13, L.16 – p.14, L.12.)
Based upon the above mitigating factors, Ms. Williamson asserts that the district
court abused its discretion by imposing an excessive sentence upon her. She asserts
that had the district court properly considered her substance abuse and desire to
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maintain sobriety, family support, and remorse, it would have crafted a sentence that
focused on her rehabilitation rather than incarceration.

CONCLUSION
Ms. Williamson respectfully requests that this Court reduce her sentence as it
deems appropriate.
DATED this 17th day of February, 2017.

___________/s/______________
ELIZABETH ANN ALLRED
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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